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Dismissed in part and affirmed in part as nodified by unpublished
per curiam opi nion.

Larry Andra MKi nney-Bey, Appellant Pro Se.

Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.
See Local Rule 36(c).



PER CURI AM

Larry Andra MKi nney-Bey seeks to appeal the district court’s
order denying relief on his habeas corpus action filed under 28
US C § 2241 (2000). In his petition, Appellant sought an
i medi ate transfer from prison to a half-way house and nonetary
damages for delaying his transfer. Areviewof the record indicates
t hat Appel |l ant received the transfer on April 30, 2003; thus, his

request for habeas relief is noot. See Nakell v. Attorney Gen. of

N. Carolina, 15 F. 3d 319, 322 (4th Gr. 1994) (a case becones noot

when the issues presented are no | onger live, or when parties |ack
a cognizable interest in the outcone). Therefore, we deny a
certificate of appealability and dismss the appeal as to this
claim

To the extent that Appell ant sought noney damages, such relief
is not available under 8§ 2241. As the district court found, an
action for nonetary damages is properly pursued by way of a civil
rights action. Thus, we affirmthe district court’s dismssal of
Appel lant” s cl ai mfor noney damages, noting that the dismssal is
w thout prejudice as to Appellant’s right to bring a civil rights
action against the appropriate defendants for nonetary damages.
However, we express no opinion regarding the nerits of such an
action.

Accordingly, we deny a certificate of appealability and

di sm ss Appellant’s habeas corpus claim as noot, and affirm the



di sm ssal of Appellant’s action for noney damages, as nodified. W
di spense wi th oral argunment because the facts and | egal contentions
are adequately presented in the materials before the court and

argunment woul d not aid in the decisional process.
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